
at the Commission awaiting action on their applications, their unencumbered foreign

competitors can me for choice orbital locations without regard to cut-off dates and processing

rounds.

Moreover, to the extent it impedes the global competitiveness of U.S. licensees, use

of processing rounds for "international" orbital slots also conflicts with the Commission's

own regulatory objectives generally. It creates a further incentive for U.S. entities to

jurisdiction shop to avoid the FCC's regulatory requirements and seek orbital locations

through foreign administrations. Indeed, the Commission has already witnessed such

jurisdiction shopping. Earlier this year, a subsidiary of GE American Communications, Inc.,

announced that it had reached an accord with the government of Gibraltar for the filing with

the International Telecommunications Union ("ITU") of applications for twelve geostationary

orbital slots to provide serVice to the Asia-Pacific region, Africa, and Europe.~1 To the

extent the use of processing rounds and other FCC's regulatory burdens prompt more U.S.

entities to pursue this alternative course, the FCC's control over the regulatory process and

its influence in the international arena will diminish. Accordingly, the Commission should

clarify that processing rounds will not be used to award licenses to applicants specifying

traditionally international orbital locations until such time as demand in that segment of the

orbital arc clearly necessitates such a response.

20/ GE Satellite Unit Agrees with Gibraltar Government To Register 12 Geostationary
Orbital Slots with ITU, Telecommunications Reports, January 15, 1996.
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ID. CONCLUSION

In light of the foregoing, Orion respectfully requests the Commission to reconsider its

Report and Order in IB Docket No. 95-41, to modify the Commission's fixed satellite

fmancial qualification requirements to permit non-self-financed applicants the same flexibility

in demonstrating their financial qualifications that it now affords to self-financed entities, and

to clarify that cut-off procedures and processing rounds will not be used to award

authorizations for international satellites until demand for orbital slots in the international arc

clearly warrants it and the Commission has rejected alternative methods for resolving mutual

exclusivity problems.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard H. Shay
V.P. Corporate and Regulatory Affairs

April McClain-Delaney
Director of Regulatory Affairs

ORION NETWORK SYSTEMS, INC.

2440 Research Boulevard
Suite 400
Rockville, Maryland 20850
(301) 258-3200

Counsel to
Orion Network Systems, Inc.

Dated: April 11, 1996

By:
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EXHmIT A

• Letter from Michael B. Targoff, Sr. Vice President of Loral Corporation, to
the FCC, dated November 14, 1994.

• Declaration of Ronald D. Sugar, Executive Vice President and Chief Financial
Officer of TRW, Inc., dated November 9, 1994.



LC~L
Corporation

600 Third Avenue
New York, NY 10016

(212) 697·1105
Telex: 644018

November 14, 1994

Mlchlel •• TargoH
SenlOl Vice PreSldenl

, .

r .
;

('

i .

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Application of Loral/Oualcomm Partnership,
L.P. for Authority to Construct, Launch and
Operate the Globalstar Satellite System

Dear Sir/Madam:

Reference is made to the application of Loral/Oualcomm
Partnership, L.P. ("LQP") for authorization to construct,
launch and operate the Globalstar satellite system, and
the amendment thereto to be filed by November 16, 1994.

Loral Corporation is aware of the obligation that LOP
has undertaken and, absent material changes in
circumstances, is prepared to expend the necessary funds,
or take all reasonable steps to cause LOP to raise and
expend the necessary funds, to construct and launch the
56 satellites, including 8 in-orbit spares, and to
operate the satellite system for one year after launch
of the first satellite in the constellation.

Sincerely,

MBT/pr
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Declaration of Ronald D. Sugar

I, Ronald D. Sugar, hereby declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of the United
States and the State of Ohio, that:

1. I am Executive Vice President and Chief Financial Officer of TRW Inc.

2. The foregoing is a true and correct copy of the consolidated financial
statement of TRW Inc. for the period ended December 31, 1993,
including the report of Ernst &Young, the Companys independent
certified public accountants.

3. TRW Inc. has sufficient current assets and operating income to fund the
construction, launch and first year operating costs of its proposed
satellite system.

4. Absent a material change in circumstances, TRW Inc. is committed to
expend the funds necessary to construct. launch and operate the
Odyssey system.

qu~124~
Ronald O. Sugar ~
Executive Vice President and
Chief Financial Officer

TRW Inc.

I Date: November 9, 1994
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NE'MORK SYSTEMS, INC.

June 8,1995

Mi. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20554

Re: Amendment to the Commission's Regulat01Y.-Policie$ Governing 'Domestjy
Fixed Sattllites and St.oarate Intemational Stl1~Jlj~Syst~ms,

mDocket NQ 95-41 (released April 25. 1995)

Dear Mr. Caton:

Orion Network Systems, Inc. C'Orion") hereby submits an original and four (4) copies of

its Comments in response to the COmnllssion's Notice ofProposed Rutemaking in the above

caPtioned proceeding,

Very truly yours,

~--~~~~~.
April McClain-Delaney, E~q

.' Director ofRegl.llatory Affairs \
\

Enclosures

(
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FEDERAL CO~lMUN1CAnONS COl\fMlSSION

Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Amendment to the Commission's
Rflulatory Policies Governing
Domestic Fixed Satellites and
Separate It.temational Satellite
8,yitems

To: The Commission

)
)
)
)
)
)

,
m Docket No. 95·41

COMMENTS OF ORION NET\VORK~SYS~MSl.IN£~

ORION NE1WORK SYSTEM:S, INC.
I, I
I

Richard H. Shay, Esq.
V.P., Corporate and Legal Affairs

April McClain.De~ey, Esq.
Director ofRegu1ato/ry Affairs

Orion Network Systems, Inc.
2440 Research Boulevard
Suite 400
Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dated: June 8, 1995
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Before the
I

FEDERAL COM:MUNICATIONS COl\fMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

ID the Matter of

AmendmeDt to the Commission's
Regulatory Policies ~verning
Domestic Fixed Satellites and
Separate Illtemational Satellite
Systems

To: The Commission

)
)
)
)
)
)

mDocket No. 95-41

--

COMMENTS OF ORION NETWORKS SYSTEMS.1N-C:

Orion Network Systems. In.c. ("Orion") hereby submits theseCommems in response to the:

Federal Communications Commission's CICommission") Notice ofProposed Rulemaking

("Notice") in the above-captioned proceeding. 1

L INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Orion is the parent company of the general partner ofOrion Atlantic) L.P. -- a se:pt'l.rate

international satellite system which Jast year launched its first satellite now located at 37.5 degrees

\Vest Longitude, Accordingly, Orion has a vested interest in this proceeding which proposes to

permit all U.S. licensed fixed-satellites to prov-ide international and domestic services on a co-

primary basis.

Orion applauds the Commission's proposal to authorize domestic :satellites and U.S.

separate systems to provide both domestic and international services. Onoll generally supports

the authorization ofnon-U S separate satellite systems to provide domeStic services. Such policy

t Amendment to th€:' Commission's Regulatory Policies Governing Domestic Fixed Sare1Iites andSep<'ltate
International Satdlit.e.Svstems. IB Dockel ~,Jo. 95-41 (released April 25, 1995).



fckilitates greater service offerings and competition in the U.S. market and complements general
I

Global Information Infrastructure ("GII") principles of competition, non-discrimination and open

access. Orion adamantly opposes Comsat's entry into the U.S. marketplace using INTELSAT

and INMARSAT. Orion requests that unless and until issues related to the restmctunng and/or

privatl1'..ation of INTELSAT have been adequately resolved, Comsat be prohibited from providing

intra-U.S. services using IN'TELSAT and IN?\.fARSAT. Further, given the potential anri­

competitive implications, Orion submits that these issues should be separately addressed \\i1thin a

nilemaking spt.-·cificaJly addressing Comsafs entry.

Orion opposes any elimination of the current two stage financialjustification sho'Wing for

separate systems The international business and regulatory environment is markedly different

than the domestic environment. Further, the proposed modification would create a serious and

untenable disadvantage to U. S. companies which compete against foreign entities for intern:ationa!

orbital slots and in the licensing oftheir systems.

Orion believes that satellite operators should be able to elect to provide services on a non­

conunon carrier basis. Orion also supports the Commission's initiative to apply the same licensing

procedures for earth stations which communicate with domestiC satellites a~, those which

communicate Vvith international satellites, and supports the application of the same technical

standards which apply to US. licensees to those non-U.S. satellites which offer domestic

services.

n. ORION SUPPORTS AN L~CREASE IN THE AMOUNT oF: SATELLITE
CAPACITY AVAILABLE FOR INTERNA'Il0NAL ANn DOMESTIC USE.

A, U.S. Fixed-Satellites Should Be Pennitted to Provide Domestic Services ~md

International Sen'ices on a Co-Primary Basis

Orion applauds the Commission's proposal to modifY the curr~nt Transborder Policy a.nd

Separate System Policy to permit all US. licensed fixed-satellites to provide both domestic and

international sef\ices. As noted in Orion Atlantic's application to providb domestic services over

six ofits transponders, there is an increasing globalization of the telecorrtmurucatiolis market and

2



customers are demanding seamless communications in which domestic atid international

communications are linked as single service offerings.2

This proposed modification is supported by several public interest reasons First. these

modifications encourage the maximum utilization of satellite facilities, and discourage the waste of

scarce orbital slots and radio frequency resources. Second, these policies also support

"regulatory parity" between providers of similar services in similar geographic areas, rather than

the current arbitrary distinction which runs counter to GIl goals ofglobal, seamless

communications. Third j such modifications will facilitate the introduction of additional space

segment into the U.S. marketplace ~ - a market which currently suffers frbm a tack ofavailable

satellite capacity.3

B. Non-U.S. Separate S)'stems Should Generally be Allowed into U.S. Market

Orion supports the notion that non-U.S. licensed sateI1ites may also provide sen~ces

within the United States. The GIl principles of competition. non-discrimination and open access

are epitomized by the opening of A..rnerica's borders to foreign satellites

In advocating foreign administrations must open their borders to US. licensed satellites,

our government must lead by example Indeed, our country has a well-established satellite

marketplace which W01J1d be well served by additional "foreign" competition - - particularly in 4

time in which available satellite capacity is in limited supply.

Notwithstanding these principles, several commenters in the recent Commission

rulemaking concerning market entrj 4 advocated a "reciprocity" concept which states that prior to

3
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allowing foreign satellites to provide intra-US. services, the market ofthkt foreign country should~

~equallyopen for U.S. satellites.
I

This reciprocity argument, while understandable, should be viewed with caution.

Rec.iprocity should not be automatically adopted as the "panacea" to all trade imbalances and

foreign regUlatory barriers. Rather, telecommunications policies seem less based on US

regulatory actions, and more 011 a. particular country's own economic, political and social needs

Moreover, "reciprocity" policies can often result in retaliatory measures bY the foreign

govemment(s) in question. These retaliatory measures can further mndet u.S.satetlite operators

~road.

Further, while the concept of reciprocity is easily advocated, it m~ be difficult to

implement. For example, is the regulatory "openness" ofa foreign countt:Y measured by a sector-

to-sector comparison? If so, defining the sector is critical Further complications exist if o.IJ

objective ofpolicy makers is to promote foreign investment in U.S. businesses

As the same time, Orion does recognize that there might be circumstances where

reciprocity, properly crafted, might be an appropriate telecommunications policy. However, these'

instances are likely to be few, and should be implemented in light ofgener;at GIT principles ofopen

access and competition.

C.COMSAT Should Not Now Be Allowed ta Provide Domestic Services

While Orion advocates robust competition between domestic S<1te1Iite operators and

~parate system operators (both US. and non-U.S. licensed systems). it strong!y1opposes any

authorization which allows Comsat to use Th.TTELSAT and/or JNr...fARSAT satemtes to enter the

domestic services marketplace.

As U.S. signatory to INTELSAT and INM:ARSAT - - two special international treaty

organizations - - Comsat t'::njoys both treaty-based privileges and immunitleS and other indirect

benefits not available to the other satellite competitors. Such advantages include immunity from

antitrust and competition regulation, relief from Part 25 licensing proteduk-es applicable to all

4



other domestic satellite and separate system satellite licensees, PresidentiJaJ appointees on

Comsat's Board ofDirectors (ie., n direct communications link to the Adjrninistration). the ability
I

to raise financing at rates not a'vailable to the private 'Jector and relief from the regulatory and

spectrum fees paid by all other satellite licensees.

Comsat could also potentially leverage its signatory status to cross-subsidize domestic

service offerings through international service offedngs. The separate systems have long

advocated stricter FCC scrutiny of Comsat concerning structural separation issues (~,

separating competitive commercial functions from monopoly and signato~ functions) and other

regulatory safeguards. Such issu.es become increasingly important ifComsat seeks to provide not'

only ancillary domestic sej\,~ce$. but to enter the domestic marketplacie as a special "treaty­

exempt" competitor.

As such, Orion recommends that Comsat not be aUowed to provide domestic $elvices

until there has been a fundamental "competitive" restructuring of the inte~ational treaty

organizatiori(s) of which it is a s.ignatory. Any proposed "competitive restructuring" mmt at a

minimum ensure equitable market access hnd the fair and equal treatment lof all satellite prc••iders

Such restructuring must strip Comsat of all indirect benefits and treary privileges and immunities

now enjoyed, and eliminate any potential for the cross-subsidization of domestic service offerings

via international service offerings.

The privatizatiol"Jrestructuring of INTELSAT, and Comsatls role in anynewly privatized

or re-structured entity(ies), is currently the subject ofan lNTELSAT'Vo~king Party and is

currently being addressed by several U S. governmental agencies 'mth jurisdiction over these

issues. Issues related to Comsat's entry into the domestic services marketplace seem best

addressed within that process, and not in this pending rulemaking,

Further, given the anti-f-ompetitive dements associated with Comsat's entry into the

domestic services marketplace, there shculd be - - at a bare minimum - - ~ separate n!lemaking

_ specificaUy seeking comment on such entry.

5



'''-' ItL INTERNATIONAL REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT JUSTDrIES RETENTION
OF TWO STAGE FINANCIAL JUSTIF1CATION SHOWING

The Commission currently allows the requisite financial qualification shO\li1ng made by

separate satellite system operators to be accomplished in two stages in orl:ter to accl,)mmodate the

unique circumstances applicable to the international satellite environment!' Domestic satellites.

on the other hand, must demonstrate their financial qualifications prior to 'filing for and obtaining a

liCense -- a one stage process. See 47 c.P,R. § 25.140 Cd).

Thetwo stage process has historically been justified by the uncertainty of the INTELSAT

consultation process for separate satellite systems and the business risks associated l),,~th dealing

with foreign administrations concernin.g cC-::JrdiMtion ar'ld/or use ofa proposed s.1tellite. The

Notice now?roposes to ~pply the one stage domestic satellite process to iintem3tional satellites.

The Commission's rationale f;)f this modification is that if international satellites can provide

domestic services, they will be able to secure financing based upon revemies from intra-US.

service offerings,6

Orion submits that this tentative finding is based upon erroneous assumptions Moreover,
, ,

the historical reasons to justify 11 two stage qualification stili exist and are'not affected by the

proposals ofthis Notice.

A. Historical and lJusine-ss RNtsons for Two Stage Showing Still Valid
,

The regulatory and business environJnent for international satellites will not be altered by

the policies proposed in the Notice International sateUites will continue to face more regulatory

ubcertainty than domestic satellites because they must coordinate with INTELSAT, undertake
I

ITU consultation and coordin~;\te -..vith other affected administrations. Unlike domestic operators,

separate satellite operators fac<~ regulatory barriers into many countries, including obtaining

----------
$' Establishment of Satellite Systems Providing Tnremational Communications, 101 'F.e. C.Zd 1046, 1164 (1985)
C'Se,parate Systems Decision~), rc;;zm. 61 RR2d 6~9 (1986), furth~r rec2n.. I F.e.C. Red. 43~ (1986),

6 Notice at 14. The COffirnisSlon states, "Since all U.S.-licensed fixed satellites! will be .perrnitted to provide
domestic and intcrnational$Cr'\'ke on a co-primar)' basis, aJ] applicants should ibe able to obtain financial
commitments baso.1 on the jnstifie:~ e.'.:pectation of revenues from the prOvision of dortiestk service,·

6
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licenses for ground segment equipment in every country they serve ~om the foreign licensing

authority. These regulatory uncertainties a.ppear during the preliminary lkensing proce3s, and

continue throughout operation. Such uncertainties make operation ofa~ international satellite

more unpredictable, costly and subject to financial risk than operation ofhdomestic ssteHite

In addition, the design ofan international satellite remains "fluid" ~¥hile the operator

undertakes the tasks of international coordination and consultation. The satellite's business and

marketing plan, upon which financing is based. also remains "fluid ll until the coordination and

~nsultation process results in some certainty. Coordination decisions directlyaffec.t which

markets are to be served by the operator, which transponders can or cannot be utilized, ifand

how dbw levels are compromised and the types of services that may be Pfovided.

There are BJSO business and technical considerations which are different for international

sAtellites than domestic satellites. The Notice acknowledges that domestic satellites occupy

orbital locations best suited for domestic service and separate systems occupy orbital locations

best suited for international services, and Commission concludes there wiII not be full competition

between the domestic and international systems. Notice at para. 22

Orion agrees with this ackno~·ledgment. International systems and domestic systems are

generally not serving the same customers, markets or geographic regions. Further, in the u.s.
marketplace, domestic satellite operators have several advantages over international operators.

Domestic orbital slots permit CONUS coverage (~, coverage ofaU 48 contiguous states),

whereas internatkmal orbital slots permit only regional coverage or no U,S. coverage. Domestic
I

satellites are thus advantaged because full CONUS coverage is g~nera1iy acknowledged as more
I
I

marketable and attractive to customers than regional coverage. Further,!domestic satelJites enjoy

more predictable revenue streams due to the stable U. S. regulatory envir6nment· and the fact the

domestic marketplace is well established.

By contrast the international satellite market is extremely dynamic. Global traffic

predictions (and associated revenue streams) are more volatile given thei~ dependence upon the

eeonomic and political developments of particular geographic regions. E~en mth any added
I7 i
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revenues from the provision ofintra-U.S. services, international satelJitesiare still at a

disadvantage. Because only a portion ofan international satellite's transpbnders can be utilized

for domestic services (dependent upon position in orbital arc), only a co~esponding "incidental"
I

percentage of the revenues can be derived from such sef\ices. 7 i

In sum, international satellite operators confront different regUlatJry and'business issues

tlian domestic satellite operators, which in turn affects the timing by which international satellite

operators can make a financial justi.fication showing.

B. Policy Change Would Create Advantage for ForeignOp~rat()rs

A serious and untenable drawback of the proposed one stage sho~1ng is foreign operators

would have an advantage ('ver F S. satellite operators in obtaining intem~tionaJ orbital slots and

gaining authorization for lhe-ir satt"llites \\ihite the domestic ma.rketplace, has 2 fairly predictable

demand for orbitall()cati(l!1$, many foreign corporations and government entities from multiple

nations compete for international orbital slots. The sheer number of competitors make it

imperative to act expeditiously in filing for an orbital slot and obtaining an authoril.Jltion f()r a

to compete in the global marketplace.

,

U. s. reg'Jlations should not hinder domestic companies attempting

I

satellite system.

However, under the Commission's proposal, Orion would be unfairly disadvantaged with

respect to foreign companies when competing for international slots and ~censing its satellites

because it would hindered by making a t1nancial qualification sho\Ving prior t() obtaining a

conditional pencil. By contrast, foreign competitors •• not be hindered by the Commission's

licensing regulations - - would have an unfair advantage in obtaining orbital slots and launching

their own foreign satellite(s).

7 .The Orion 1 ~tetHte, as currently configured., has Jess than 25% or its total transPonder capacity available for
intIa-US 2ppIic:ations. Further, not all of Orion's planned satellites wi!! have !ootpnnts which cover the Umted
States. Thus, th~ Commission's finding that ail international satellite can justify its fi~ndng based upon revenues
from the provision of domestic service is not supportable.

8
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For all ofthe foregoing reasons, Orion submits the changes articuaated within the Notice

do not alter the present regulatory and business environment nor justifY al change in the current

two stage financial justification showing.

If the Commission desires "regulatory parity" for all U.S. licensees ""'lth respect to the

financial qualification sho,",-'ing, Orion submits that domestic satellite ope~ators should also be

allowed to make a two stage financial justification showing. In light of the fact that domestic

satellite systems \\ill now be allowed to provide international services (and thus will now confront

additional international coordination/regulatory issues), the domestic operators should also be

allowed to take advantage ofa two stage shoV1ing.

IV. A NON-COl\fMON CARRIER ELECTION SHOULD BE AJ..,LO\VED

Orion supports the finding that satellite operators should be able t6 elect.to provide

customized alternatives and flexible non-common carrier service offerings to domestic and

international end users. W'hile the genesis of the non-common carrier classification for separate

system operators was initially premised on Executive Branch restrictions which limited service

offerings to the sale or long term lease of capacity (for services not intercbnnected to the public

si-Vitched network), other rationaJes remain for retaining a non-common carrier Classification

Specifically, the pu~1ic interest is served by providers being able to provide both hulk capacity

offerings arId also flexible, customer-specific communications offerings ot a deal-by-deal basis.

Orion would also note separate system providers must compete iri the international

marketplace against I1"ICT'fELSAT (and Comsat) and other foreign commut1J,ications consortiums

unencumbered by the restraint of COm..-non carriage. The underlying reasbn r.,r the Satel1ite Act

of 1962 and creation of the INTELSAT Treaty was the aCkrlowledgrnentlthat international

satellites are expensive to build and operate, and that an international poaling of money \vas

necessary to ensure a global satellite system was achieved. It is now unrlecessary for government

entities to finance satellite systems. However, in reality a global separate !system requires

investment from around the globe. Separate systems which compete agtiinst INTELSAT or
I

9
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either multi·national consortiums (licensed in foreign jurisdictions) must dontinue to have access

to financing trom international sources to present a viable competitive alternative It is therefore
I

imperative that U.S. licensed international satellite operators have the ability to elect non-common
I

carrier treatment, - - including relief from certain foreign ownership restrictions encompassed by a,
I

oommon carrier classification.s i
i

V. EARTH STAnON UCENSING ISSUES ADDRESSED BY mE NOTICE

A. U.s. Licensed Earth Stations Should Be Subject To Same Licensing Procedures
I

Orion supports the Corn..'TIission's initiative in this Notice to apply!the same licensing

procedures for earth stations which communicate with domestic satellites! as those which

communicate ,,·,rith international satellites, Unless there are public interest concerns or technical

interference reasons to the contrarJ, Orion submits that all streamlined licensing procedures which

currently apply to transmit-receive and receive-only earth stations which (:ommunicate \vith

domestic satellites should also be equally applicable to those stations whi~h communica~e w'ith

iritemationa1 satellites.
I

The elimination of arbitrary regulatory distinctions between earth station communications

with domestic satellites and those Vv1th international satellites -- other than for valid interference

reasons·· facilitates the goals ofa gIobaHzed, seamless GU.

B. Same Technical Requirements FOr" AU Satellites Providing Donjestic Sen'ices

The Notice solicit5 comment as to whether the more rigorous technical requirements

applicable to U.S. licensed satellites, such as 2 degrees spacing, should be imposed on non-U.S.

satellites. Orion supports the application of regulatory parity to non-V. $. sateUite~ and believes
I

that such operators should comply with our country's more rigorous tech~ical specificaticms.

i

I The Commission states in the Notice that licensees who choose to opetate on 1common carrier b3Sis will
COOlinucto be subject to Title n and Section 31 O(b) of the Communications Act. NotiFe at 16, footnote 45 Orion
agrees with this policy in that there are certain instan,;;s where the public interest dktjltcs the retention of common
carrier status and the Comm.ission should resef'\,'e discretion to ensure such entities ;):d sufficiemly regulBtbl,

10
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This policy is necessary to curb interference cone-ems and for.prJictabilitY in allocating

spectrum and in the planning offuture satellite systems. Therefore, Ori0n fully supports the
i

application ofthe stricter technical requirements on foreign operators ddiring td provide intra-US

services.

VL CONCLUSION
,

Orion supports the Commission's proposal to allow dornestic·sateUites and separate

satellite systems to provide both domestic and international services on co-primary basis.

However, Orion strongly urges the Commission not to allow Comsat to provide intra-US

services using INTELSAT Rnd IN!vfARSAT satellites until there has been an adequate resolution

ofthe privatization and/or restmcturing of those special international tre~y organizations of
I

which Comsat is a signatory. At bare minimum, Orion argues that such fntry should not be the

subject ofthis mlemaking, but a separate rulemaklng specifically addressing such issues.

Orion also submits that the two stage financial qualification showing fOfseparate systems

should be maintained as international satellite operators confront different regulatory and business
,

issues than dom~stic satellite operators, and these issues in turn affect th~ time it takes to obtain
I

financing for an international ~tellite

Orion supports the ability to elect to provide satellite services on a non-common carrier

basis. Further, Orion supports the Commission's proposal to apply the same licensing procedures

for earth stations which communicate with domestic satellites as those which ccmmurjcate with

international satellites, and the application of the same tech~jcaJ startdttJd~ to all satellites (both

11
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u.s. and non-v. S. licensed) which propose to offer intra-V. S. services. further, the proposed
I

one stage showing would give foreign licensed operators an advantage over US licensed

operators in obtaining international orbital glots,

I

Respectfully submitt~d •
..--, i

ORl,VNTW iRK," SYSTEM",S, J)'1C.
" ~

11 'I.--;:, /. ~ :/'1 /'; .
I A~Zf~ <:::~.1 .1-_-.

Richard R Shay~ Esq. .'
V.P., Corporate and IRegulatory AffaiiJ

April McClain-Delaney, Esq. (J
Director of Regulatdry Affairs

Orion Network Systems, Inc.
I

2440 Research Boulevard
Suite 400
Rockville, Maryland i 208 SO

June 8, 1995
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